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ABSTRACT 



This pilot study was conducted in order to determine whether 
a virtual classroom can be assessed, and whether it can be done using already 
proven techniques for classroom environment assessment. Study participants 
were 20 graduate students in education enrolled in three different courses 
offered at a distance via the World Wide Web. Each of the courses was offered 
by the same instructor and was designed following the same principles. Data 
were gathered by mailing each student a copy of the College and University 
Classroom Environment Inventory (CUCEI) , which is composed of 49 questions 
that rate the following seven different factors of the college classroom 
environment: student cohesiveness; individualization; innovation; 
involvement; personalization; satisfaction; and task orientation. Thirteen 
surveys were returned for a 65% return rate. Researchers also collected 
qualitative information including papers and presentations; discussion 
questions; online lectures; peer discussion and feedback; and student 
reflective journals and time logs. Findings indicated that the survey results 
backed up the qualitative data, and that the CUCEI was promising in its 
ability to assess the virtual classroom environment and provide instructors 
with valuable information about student perceptions of the environment. (DLS ) 
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Introduction 



Distance Learning is by no means a new phenomenon. However, the new technologies 
provide a twist to distance learning that is making it grow and expand at overwhelming 
numbers. The National Center for Educational Statistics reports that in 1995, a third of 
US post-secondary schools offered distance education courses with another quarter of the 
population planning to do so in the next three years. When you then consider the rapid 
proliferation of internet-based courses as a distance learning option and then consider that 
the World Wide Web (WWW) has only been "popular" for the past 5 years, it is indeed 
overwhelming. 

While the numbers alone are enough to amaze and dazzle, what is more interesting are 
the instructional design and pedagogical issues that form the basis of these courses 
(Ritchie & Hoffman, 1997). The technical skills to build a course-web site and all the 
accompanying technologies are merely psychomotor skills ranging from the simple to the 
highly complex, and many courseware packages now remedy the need for instructors to 
worry about developing those skills (Hansen & Frick, 1997). Hill (1997) lists some of 
these key issues, which include the pedagogical, technological, organizational, 
institutional, and ethical. What is missing from these areas of research focus is the 
psychosocial environment of the classroom. Research has demonstrated that the 
classroom environment, in terms of psychosocial factors, accounts for appreciable 
amounts of variance in the cognitive and affective outcomes for students (Fraser, 1981). 

However, can a classroom environment which is in fact not physically tangible, and it 
exists on the "virtual space" be assessed? And, if there really is such a thing as a virtual 
classroom environment, can it be assessed using already proven techniques for classroom 
environment assessment. That query is the focus of this preliminary examination of the 
virtual classroom environment. 

Background 

Individuals do not act outside the context of their environment. The bond of this physical 
and social environment interaction with the individual has troubled philosophers since the 
time of Aristotle (Huebner, 1980). The question therefore consistently posed is how can 
the environment serve to enhance the development and learning of the student? 

The study of the classroom environment accesses and assesses the shared perceptions of 
the instructors and students situated in that environment (Fraser, 1989). The advantage of 
this type of assessment over outsider observational data collection is that both students 
and instructors have the long-term viewpoint of the class and are not basing their 
perceptions on small sample observations. The instructors and students also place their 
assessment in context with other educational experiences. 

Moos (1974) provides a scheme where there are three classifications to describe human 
environments. The first is the relationship dimension which describes the nature and 
intensity of personal relationship and the extent to which there is mutual support and 
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assistance. The second dimension is called the personal development dimension and 
concerns the degree to which personal growth and self-enhancement occur within an 
environment. The third dimension is systems maintenance which measures how orderly 
and responsive the environment is to change. 

A number of instruments have been developed to assess a variety of human 
environments, including k-12 classrooms, psychiatric hospitals, prisons, and residence 
halls. One instrument developed by Moos and Trickett (1974) is called the Classroom 
Environment Scale (CES) and has been used in many of these environments even though 
it’s initial development was for the secondary classroom. DeYoung (1977) piloted a 
short-form of the CES at the university level. 

Another instrument developed specifically for higher education is called the College and 
University Classroom Environment Inventory (CUCEI). This instrument has seven 
scales which cover the areas of Personalization, Involvement, Student Cohesiveness, 
Satisfaction, Task Orientation, Innovation, and Individualization (Fraser, 1986). The 
scales determine the fit between a student’s perception of the actual classroom 
environment and their preferred environment. The CUCEI was developed expressly for 
the purpose of assessing environments of higher education classrooms and was developed 
for classes of 30 students or less and not intended for large lecture classes or lab settings. 

In possible conflict with the assessment of a classroom environment (the traditional 
physical space) is the concept of the virtual classroom, such as courses offered over the 
World Wide Web. Through Internet classrooms, students and faculty can communicate 
asynchronously and synchronously. Learning on the Internet can take the form of (a) 
electronic mail (e-mail) and electronic discussion groups (listservs or chat rooms); (b) 
bulletin boards or newsgroups; (c) downloadable course materials or tutorials; (d) 
interactive tutorials on the Web; (e) real-time, interactive conferencing; and (f) 
infomatics, the use of on-line databases (Kerka, 1996). These methods provide usage, 
response and impact considerations different from the traditional classroom setting 
(Kuehn, 1994). 

The study of classroom environment is critical if teachers want to be able to exercise 
control over the environment to the betterment of learning. However, with the growth of 
distance learning, it is also important to determine what instructor and student 
perceptions are of the virtual environment. Verduin and Clark (1991) state that the 
separation of teacher and learner does not allow for a truly shared learning experience, 
but Moore (1973, 1994) concludes that distance learners must be emotionally 
independent, self-motivated, and more autonomous in order to compensate for 
the transactional distance in the distance classroom. Initial examinations are being made 
of student perceptions of this learning environment (Powers & Mitchell, 1997). This 
study showed that students do perceive that at least two of Moos’ dimensions are present 
(personal development and relationship). The question does remain unanswered as to 
whether an effective person-environment fit is taking place and the extent to which the 
instructor might be able to control those factors. This paper describes a pilot study which 
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makes an initial examination of the virtual classroom environment in terms of traditional 
measures. 

Methodology 

This study details the results of a pilot study which examined the classroom climate or 
environment of a virtual course. Study participants were graduate students enrolled in 
three different courses offered at a distance over the World Wide Web (WWW). Each of 
the three courses was offered by the same instructor and was designed following the same 
design principles. One course dealt with the history and theories of Instructional 
Technology. The second course focused on information technology and media literacy. 
The topic of the third course was on the technologies of distance learning. Twenty 
students were enrolled in these three different courses. 

The courses consisted of lecture notes placed by the instructor on the WWW, readings of 
seminal works on the topics, classroom discussion completed through web conferencing 
and email discussion groups, synchronous chat sessions and presentations made by the 
students and posted to the WWW. Course requirements included consistent, regular 
weekly participation in class discussion on the web and response to peers’ presentations 
and ideas. 

As an exploratory study into the evaluation and assessment of the virtual classroom 
environment, data was gathered from a variety of sources. First, a traditional classroom 
environmental assessment tool was used. Each student (20) was mailed a copy of the 
College and University Classroom Environment Inventory (CUCEI) (Fraser, Treagust & 
Dennis, 1986). See Table 1 for sample questions from the CUCEI. The CUCEI is 
composed of 49 questions which rate seven different factors of the college classroom 
environment: Student cohesiveness; individualization; innovation; involvement; 
personalization; satisfaction; and task orientation. Comprehensive validation research 
has been completed on this instrument to confirm the internal consistency reliability and 
discriminant validity of the instrument (Fraser et al, 1986). Students rate each question 
on a four-point scale of Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), and Strongly 
Disagree (SD). 
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Table 1: Sample Items from CUCEI 



Student Cohesiveness 
5. Students know exactly what has to be 
done in our class. 

7. All students in the class are expected 
to do the same work, in the same way, 
and in the same time, (scores reversed) 


Individualization 

8. The instructor talks individually with 
students. 

14. Students are generally allowed to work 
at their own pace. 


Innovation 

15. The instructor goes out of his/her way 
to help students. 

19. The group often gets sidetracked 
instead of sticking to the point, (score 
reversed) 


Involvement 

23. Students in this class pay attention to 
what others are saying. 

25. Classes are a waste of time, (scores 
reversed). 


Personalization 

32. Classes are boring, (scores reversed). 

33. Class assignments are clear so that 
everyone knows what to do. 


Satisfaction 

37. There are opportunities for students to 
express their opinions in this class. 

39. Students enjoy going to this class. 


Task Orientation 

44. The instructor dominates class 
discussion, (scores reversed) 
46. Classes are interesting. 





This instrument can be delivered in two different formats, preferred and actual. The 
questions as worded in Table 1 represent the actual format, i.e. how students perceive a 
classroom environment to actually be. In the preferred form, the questions would be the 
same, but the word "would" is inserted. For example, "Students would know exactly 
what has to be done in our class. For the purposes of this study, only the actual form was 
used because the research team wanted to determine if this instrument could play a role in 
the evaluation of virtual classroom environments. 

Twenty students were mailed a copy of the CUCEI, along with an explanation letter and a 
postage-paid, addressed return envelope. Thirteen surveys (.65%) were returned in 
sufficient time to be included in this discussion. The data from the surveys was entered 
into SPSS for analysis. Sums were generated for each environmental scale and then 
means and standard deviations were found for each of these sums (the CUCEI is scored 
on a 1-5 scale with 1 being Strongly Agree, 5 being Strongly Disagree and 3 given to no 
answer). Additionally, for investigating the usefulness of the instrument for virtual 
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classrooms, means were generated for each survey item, as well as frequency data for 
each item to determine the degree to which students considered the questions to be 
answerable from the perspective of a virtual classroom. 

In addition to the data collected with the CUCEI, qualitative information from the course 
was also collected in order to assist with interpretation of CUCEI results. The data 
included papers and presentations, discussion questions, on-line lectures, peer discussion 
and feedback, and student reflective journals and time logs. All qualitative data was 
content analyzed in terms of the factors of the CUCEI. This process was completed to 
examine what factors the students and the instructor perceived as important virtual 
classroom climate issues. 

Results and Discussion 



The information received from administration of the CUCEI provided valuable 
information about the classroom environment of a web-based class. The results of the 
survey provided quantifiable data to support the qualitative information gathered and the 
instructor's impressions. First, the results which lead to the viability of the use of the 
CUCEI in this context will be examined, followed by a discussion on the student 
assessment of their virtual classroom environment. 

Use of CUCEI for Virtual Classes . Of the forty-nine questions asked in the CUCEI, one 
or more students did not answer 15 of the questions. At first glance that seems to be a 
large percentage of the total number of questions. However, it is important to see how 
many students didn't answer these questions in order to make determinations on the 
viability of the instrument (See Table 2). 

The researchers predetermined that one or two blank responses was not a critical issue. 
There could be numerous reasons why a student does not answer a certain item. When 
three or more students do not answer that same item, than the time must be taken to 
examine the possible reasons behind the lack of response. Of the original 15 items which 
received at least one non-answer, only 6 remained when this qualifier is used. These six 
items appear to fall into two different categories: lack of a tangible, physical classroom 
to assess and the nature of an asynchronous web-based environment. 

When students participate in a web-based course, their "classroom" could be one of 
dozens of places. For example, a student might consider the computer lab where s/he 
works to be his/her classroom. A student who works mostly or entirely at home might 
consider that particular space to be where s/he attends class. Other students might be able 
to think in the more abstract and consider the website itself to be the classroom in which 
they will function. Finally, other students may not be able to conceptualize a classroom 
that does not exist within four walls, has desks, tables and chairs, chalkboard, and needs a 
good cleaning. 
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Table 2 - Frequency Data on Unanswered CUCEI Items 



Item 


Scale 


Frequency 


4. The students look forward to coming to class. 


Cohesiveness 


3 


13. New and different ways of teaching are seldom 
used in the class. 


Individualization 


1 


16. Student "clock watch" in this class. 


Innovation 


2 


19. The group often gets sidetracked instead of 
sticking to the point. 


Innovation 


2 


21. Students have a say in how class time is spent. 


Innovation 


2 


25. Classes are a waste of time. 


Involvement 


2 


38. The instructor seldom moves around the 
classroom to talk with students. 


Personalization 


5 


31. It takes a long time to get to know everybody by 
his/her first name in this class. 


Personalization 


1 


32. Classes are boring. 


Personalization 


1 


34. The seating in this class is arranged in the same 
way each week. 


Personalization 


7 


39. Students enjoy going to this class. 


Satisfaction 


3 


40. This class seldom starts on time. 


Satisfaction 


3 


41. The instructor often thinks of unusual class 
activities. 


Satisfaction 


3 


45. Students in this class are not very interested in 
getting to know other students. 


Task Orientation 


1 


46. Classes are interesting. 


Task Orientation 


1 



Therefore it is not surprising that those questions that appear to concern a physical 
classroom space were unanswerable to students. In particular, those questions that deal 
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with the arrangement of the room and the degree to which the instructor moves around 
the room. The mean score for Item 29 (instructor moves around classroom) was 2.69, 
indicating that those students who answered the item tended to agree with the question. 
The mean score for Item 34 (seating arrangement) was 2.38, once again indicated that 
those who responded agreed with the statement. One example, and a typical example, of 
how some students might struggle with the concept of a virtual classroom that doesn't 
have the characteristics of a traditional classroom is represented in this quote from a 
student who is trying to figure out where all the discussion points fall together: 

I noticed that [another student] sent the responses to her questions 
[the listserv]. This is not our chat line, do we use this address only 
for our assignments? Thanks again for your help I am working 
on getting a picture, but have not been successful up to this date. 

The student has had no problems with the assignments; rather her frustration lies in 
figuring out where in the virtual classroom she needs to go to tell the class as a whole 
something. This type of struggle would not be typical in the traditional seminar 
classroom. 

The remaining troublesome items fall under the category of the asynchronous nature of 
the classes (i.e., students access course materials at any time). These items concern 
student going to a class (which might be construed as physically going) and class starting 
time. The mean for item 4 (students look forward coming to class) was 2.23 and shows 
that the students who did answer the item agreed with the question, and the same with 
Item 39 (students enjoy going to class) with a mean of 2. 15. In terms of the issue of class 
starting time (Item 40), even though 3 students didn't feel as though they could answer 
the question, the mean of 1.92 indicates strong agreement with the statement. The final 
item under this category, involving unusual class activities (Item 41), had a mean of 2.69, 
and again demonstrates agreement with the statement. Under this category, each of these 
items were left unanswered by 3 students, and the same students each time. 

E-mail and listservs are examples of asynchronous communication. The message can be 
read, studied, and a response sent at staggered times and at the participant's convenience. 
E-mail provides students direct contact with each other and the instructor without the 
time restraints of office hours and class time, or space restraints of distance (Kerka, 1996; 
Partee, 1996). The flexibility of asynchronous class structures superimposed on the 
responsibility necessary to function in an asynchronous environment may cause problems 
for some students and generate uncertainty as to when and where they should be doing 
class work, as demonstrated in the following journal entry by a student: 

I am sorry. I read your message about not posting until Tuesday 
afternoon, but I posted my 15th questions today. I am trying to get 
ahead because I am going to be gone next week. So sorry. Let me 
know if I need to send again. Thanks for your patience. When do 
we need to be available to chat tomorrow? 
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Although none of what the student worried about was a serious problem, the ability to do 
class work at times other than regular classroom hours was providing some dissonance 
for her. 

Overall, the CUCEI items appeared to fair well in the virtual classroom. The two items 
that were most difficult for students to answer were not impossible for everyone to 
answer. Furthermore, the difficulty which might arise from conceptualization of the 
virtual classroom environment might be alleviated as the prevalence of web-based 
courses grows and student experience and understanding of the environment also grows. 

Assessment of the Virtual Classroom Environment . The CUCEI assesses seven different 
factors of the classroom environment. On each of these factors, an individual's total 
score of 7 would indicate high satisfaction (Strongly Agree) with the environment, and a 
score of 35 would indicate high dissatisfaction (Strongly Disagree). Table 3 provides the 
minimum, maximum, mean and standard deviation score for each scale. 



Scale 


Minimum Sum 


Maximum Sum 


Mean 


Std. Dev. 


Student Cohesiveness 


9 


23 


14.23 


3.98 


Individualization 


10 


25 


14.07 


4.09 


Innovation 


9 


23 


14.46 


4.33 


Involvement 


9 


19 


14.54 


2.84 


Personalization 


12 


26 


16.23 


3.66 


Satisfaction 


7 . 


24 


13.15 


4.45 


Task Orientation 


9 


22 


14.84 


3.46 



For the most part, the scores from each scale are similar to the others scales. The mean 
scores for the seven items indicate high agreement with the statements in the survey 
depicting the classroom environment. The strongest degree of agreement appears to be 
on the Involvement scale. Students felt that the instructor was involved with the students 
and that the students were able to be involved and participate with each other. This 
information from the instrument provides invaluable feedback because it addresses one of 
the biggest fears both students and faculty have about internet- based courses, and 
distance education courses in general. However, the ability of students to adapt to this 
environment and to take the initiative for making those connections among participations 
is exemplified in this message that a student sent as a welcome message (unsolicited) to 
all other students in the class: 

I'm looking forward to working with you all, those who were in 

class today and those who I'll meet in cyberspace. Good luck. 

For those students who desire and need the involvement with others, the virtual 
environment may require and force them to be more active about developing 
relationships as opposed to passively awaiting others to do so for them. 

It is also interesting to note that the other scale that stands out is the Personalization scale. 
This scale not only had higher minimum, maximum, and mean scores, but also four of the 
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seven items on the scale were not answered by at least one individual. Two of these four 
items were the items that had large numbers of students not responding (Items 29 and 
34). This scale concerns how students assess the environment in terms of responsiveness 
to them as a person, and to what degree they are able to assert their personality. Again, 
the difficulty some students felt about answering questions dealing with the make-up of 
the classroom might have affected the overall results of the scale. Students in these three 
web-based courses spend a great deal of time presenting their work to all students in the 
class and receiving constructive feedback. Students consistently comment about how 
much they appreciate hearing from the peers about their work and the recognition it 
places upon their efforts, as well as the way this sharing forced them to reflect back on 
their own work: 

Very impressive and detailed paper. Your insight on aspects on 
privacy and the Internet was very good. You raised many 
questions and forced me to rethink many simple ideas such as the 
privacy US mail has and the lack of privacy Internet 
communication has. I look forward to learning from your 
perspective. 

Overall, the CUCEI provided valuable feedback about the classroom environment. It 
placed the comments collected by students in another framework that was more 
quantifiable. As an assessment tool of the virtual environment, it generally appeared to 
provide good information. 

Conclusion 



The CUCEI appears to be promising in its ability to assess the virtual classroom 
environment and provide instructors with valuable information about student perceptions 
of the environment. One thing this pilot study did not do was to complete a pre-test of 
the instrument that would provide students' preferred environment. As a follow-up study, 
it would be interesting to assess students' preferred classroom environment and contrast 
that with the actual environment. However, to understand the virtual classroom 
environment better and because a virtual classroom environment can be in many ways 
substantially different than the traditional classroom, it might be important to assess two 
different preferred classroom environments. The first administration would examine the 
preferred classroom environment in general terms. The next administration would 
examine the students' preferred distance classroom environment, followed by assessing 
the actual perceptions of the virtual classroom. 

Fraser (1981) describes how classroom environmental research can provide a practical 
basis for aligning the environment to make a better person-environment fit. For example, 
even though an instructor may not choose for pedagogical reasons to make all 
adjustments to bring profiles in line, the assessments allow the instructor to know how 
much weight is placed upon certain scales, i.e., greater emphasis on student cohesiveness 
than individualization. Finally, the use of the assessment instrument also serves as tool to 
encourage all those involved to develop greater understanding of the virtual classroom 




11 



9 



Assessing the Classroom Environment of the Virtual Classroom 



References 

DeYoung, A.J. (1977). Classroom climate and class success: A case study at the 
university level. Journal of Educational Research, 70, 252-257 . 

Fraser, B.J. (1981). Using environmental assessments to make better classrooms. 
Journal of Curriculum Studies, 13(2), 131-144. 

Fraser, B.J. (1986). Classroom Environment. CroomHelm: London. 

Fraser, B.J. (1989). Twenty years of classroom climate work: Progress and report. 
Journal of Curriculum Studies, 21(4), 307-327. 

Fraser, B.J., Treagust, D.F. & Dennis, N.C. (1986). Development of an Instrument for 
Assessing Classroom Psychosocial Environment at Universities and Colleges. 
Studies in Higher Education, 11(1), 43-54. 

Hansen, L & Frick, T.W. (1997). Evaluation guidelines for web-based course authoring 
systems. In Badrul Khan (Ed.) Web Based-Instruction. Englewood Cliffs, New 
Jersy: Educational Technology Publications. 



Hill, J. (1997). Distance learning environments via the world wide web. In Badrul Khan 
(Ed.) Web Based-Instruction. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersy: Educational 
Technology Publications. 

Huebner, L.A. (1980). Interaction of student and campus. In U. Delworth, G.R. Hanson 
(Eds.), Student Services: A Handbook for the Profession. San Francisco: Jossey- 
Bass. 

Kerka, S. (1996). Distance learning, the Internet and the world wide web, ERIC Digest 
No. 168. (ERIC ED 395 214). 

Kuehn, S. (1994). Computer-mediated communication in instructional settings: A 
research agenda. Communication Education . 43 . 171-182. 

Moore, M. G. (1973). Toward a theory of independent learning & teaching. Journal of 
Higher Education, 44(9), 661-679. 

Moore, M. G. (1994). Autonomy and interdependence. American Journal of Distance 
Education, 8(2), 1-4. 

Moos, R.H. (1976). The Human Context: Environmental Determinants of Behavior. 
New York: Wiley-Interscience. 




12 



10 



Assessing the Classroom Environment of the Virtual Classroom 



Moos, R.H. & Trickett, E.J. (1974). Manual: Classroom Environment Scale . Palo Alto, 
CA: Consulting Psychologists Press. 

Moos, R.H. (1974). The Social Climate Scales: An Overview. Palo Alto, CA: 

Consulting Psychologists Press. 

Partee, M. (1996). Using email, web sites & newsgroups to enhance traditional 
classroom instruction, T.H.E. Journal . 23(8), 79-82. 

Powers, S.M. & Mitchell, J. (1997). Student perceptions and performance in a virtual 
classroom environment. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association (AERA), Chicago, Illinois, March 1997. ERIC 
Document: ED 409 005 

Ritchie, D C. & Hoffman, B. (1997). Incorporating instructional design principles with 
the world wide web. . In Badrul Khan (Ed.) Web Based-Instruction. Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersy: Educational Technology Publications. 



Verduin, J. R., & Clark, T. A. (1991) Distance Education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey- 
Bass, Inc., Publishers 



13 

o 

ERIC 



li 



U. S. Department of Education 


1 

I 


| 


f ( — ^ 


Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) 

i’Zl A latinnal / I’hran/ c\f FHuratic\n fhJI F) 


1 l 







Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) 



REPRODUCTION RELEASE 

(Specific Document) 



I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION: 



Title: 

Assessing the Classroom Environment of 


the Virtual Classroom 




AUthor(s). RTT.qan M. Powers . Michael eeri Davis. 


F.i leen Torrence 




Corporate Source: 




Publication Date: 






October 1998 



II. REPRODUCTION RELEASE: 



In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the 
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RiE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy, 
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if 
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document. 

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom 
of the page. 



The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown below will be 

affixed to all Level 1 documents affixed to all Level 2A documents affixed to all Level 28 documents 



PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND 
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS 
BEEN GRANTED BY 




PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND 
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN 
MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA 
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, 
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 




PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND 
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN 
MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 


r<? N ° 




A* 










c/ 




jy' 

cP 


TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) 




TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) 




■J 

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) 


1 




2A 




2B 



Level 1 


1 Level 2A 


Level 2B 


k 


i 

□ 


i 

□ 



Check here for Level 1 release, permitting reproduction Check here for Level 2A release, permitting reproduction Check here for Level 28 release, permitting 

and dissemination in microfiche or other ERIC archival and dissemination in microfiche and in electronic media reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only 

media (e.g., electronic) and paper copy. for ERIC archival collection subscribers only 



Documents will be processed as Indicated provided reproduction quality permits. 

If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1 . 



Sign 

here,-* 

nlozse 

ERIC 



1 hereby grant to the Educational Resources Informathn Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document 
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system 
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies 
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries. 


Signature: 


Printed Name/PosrtiorVTitle: 

Susan M. Powers, Ass’t Prof.' 


Organization/Address: 

Indiana State University, School of Ed 
Terre Haute. IN 47809 


Te m-237-2946 


^2-237-4556 


E-Mail Address: 

powers@indstate . edi 


i Da,e: 10/28/98 



(over) 



III. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE): 

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please 
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly 
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more 
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.) 



Publisher/Distributor: 



Address: 



Price: 



IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER: 

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and 
address: 




V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM: 



Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse: 



However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being 
contributed) to: 

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility 
1100 West Street, 2 nd Floor 
Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598 



Telephone: 301-497-4080 
Toll Free: 800-799-3742 
FAX: 301-953-0263 



eric; 



088 ( Rev - 9/97 ) 

PREVIOUS VERSIONS OF THIS 



e-mail: ericfac@inet.ed.gov 
WWW: http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com 

FORM ARE OBSOLETE. 



